BEFORE THE
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, DC 20554

In the Matter of )

)

Petition of the Verizon Telephone )

Companies for Forbearance Pursuant fo WC Docket No. 06-172
47 U.S.C. 8 160(c) in the Philadelphia,)

Pittsburgh, Boston, New York City, )

Providence and Virginia Beach
Metropolitan Statistical Areas.

N N

REPLY COMMENTS
OF THE
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF STATE UTILITY CONSUMER ADVO CATES,

THE PENNSYLVANIA OFFICE OF CONSUMER ADVOCATE,
THE PUBLIC UTILITY LAW PROJECT OF NEW YORK, INC,,
THE MASSACHUSETTS OFFICE OF ATTORNEY GENERAL,

THE VIRGINIA OFFICE OF ATTORNEY GENERAL,

THE MARYLAND OFFICE OF PEOPLE’S COUNSEL,

THE NEW JERSEY DIVISION OF RATE COUNSEL,

THE NEW HAMPSHIRE OFFICE OF CONSUMER ADVOCATE AND
THE CONNECTICUT OFFICE OF CONSUMER COUNSEL

On September 6, 2006, the Verizon Telephone CorepdtWerizon”) filed six
separate Petitions with the Federal Communicat@smsmission (“FCC” or
“Commission”) seeking forbearance from a multited€CC regulations and other

current obligations in the Boston, PhiladelphidatgBurgh, Providence, New York City



and Virginia Beach Metropolitan Statistical Serviaeas (“MSAs”)! In the Petitions,
Verizon asserted that it seeks substantially thees@gulatory relief the FCC granted to
Qwest Corporation (Qwest) in the Omaha Order

Pursuant to the Commission’s Public Notiées, March 5, 2007, the National
Association of State Utility Consumer Advocates ABIUCA"),* the Pennsylvania
Office of Consumer Advocate, the Public Utility L&woject of New York, Inc., the
Massachusetts Office of Attorney General, the ViigiOffice of Attorney General, the
Maryland Office of People’s Counsel, the New JeSeysion of Rate Counsel, the New

Hampshire Office of Consumer Advocate and the Cotnrig Office of Consumer

! The six Petitions Verizon filed have substantisilg same structure and discuss substantiallyatime s
issues._Petition of the Verizon Telephone Compafie Forbearance Pursuant to 47 U.S.C. 8§ 160(it)ein
Boston Metropolitan Statistical Are#/C Docket No. 06-172 (filed Sept. 6, 2006); Retitof the Verizon
Telephone Companies for Forbearance Pursuantth3.C. § 160(c) in the New York City Metropalitan
Statistical AreaWC Docket No. 06-172 (filed Sept. 6, 2006); Retitof the Verizon Telephone
Companies for Forbearance Pursuant to 47 U.S.60&1in the Philadelphia Metropolitan Statistical
Area WC Docket No. 06-172 (filed Sept. 6, 2006); Retitof the Verizon Telephone Companies for
Forbearance Pursuant to 47 U.S.C. 8§ 160(c) intitebBrgh Metropolitan Statistical Are®/C Docket

No. 06-172 (filed Sept. 6, 2006); Petition of therion Telephone Companies for Forbearance Pursoiant
47 U.S.C. § 160(c) in the Providence MetropolittatiStical Area WC Docket No. 06-172 (filed Sept. 6,
2006); Petition of the Verizon Telephone Compafied-orbearance Pursuantto 47 U.S.C. 8§ 160(d)én t
Virginia Beach Metropolitan Statistical Are@&/C Docket No. 06-172 (filed Sept. 6, 2006).

2 petition of Qwest Corporation for Forbearance @amsto 47 U.S.C. § 160(c) in the Omaha Metropolita
Statistical AreaMemorandum Opinion and Order, 20 FCC Rcd 19409%2 (“Omaha Ordéy.

% The original Public Notice was DA 06-1869. Afteseries of extensions, the comment and reply
comment dates were set for March 5, 2007 and Agri2007, respectively, in DA 07-277.

* NASUCA is a voluntary association of advocateaxi in more than 40 states and the District of
Columbia, incorporated in Florida as a non-prafitporation. NASUCA'’s members are designated by the
laws of their respective jurisdictions to repregéetinterests of utility consumers before stat faxeral
regulators and in the courtSee, e.g., Ohio. Rev. Code Ch. 4911; 71 Pa. Cons. Stat. A1809-4(a); Md.
Pub. Util. Code Ann. § 2-205; Minn. Stat. § 8.33CDCode Ann. § 34-804(d); Virginia Code § 2.2-517;
N.J.S.A. C.52:27EE-%¥t seq; Mass. Gen. Laws Ch. 12, § 11e (1997). Members operate independently
from state utility commissions as advocates prilydoir residential ratepayers. Some NASUCA member
offices are separately established advocate orgtmis while others are divisions of larger stajerzies
(e.g., the state Attorney General’s office). NASUCASsaciate and affiliate members also serve utility
consumers, but are not created by state law ootlbave statewide authority.



Counsel (collectively referred to as the “Joint €@amer Commenters”jiled extensive
comments urging the Commission to reject Verizétesitions. The Joint Consumer
Commenters stated:

The “market forces” alleged are not sufficient totpct the
interests of consumers, particularly those consamio subscribe
to standalone basic local exchange service rattlaer & bundle of
local and long distance calling with vertical fe&st Furthermore,
facilities-based competition within the Verizon M§A not
substantially similar to that in the Omaha MSA st
regulatory treatment similar to that granted fore&3win the
Omaha Ordeis not appropriate. Finally, the Verizon Petisare
overreaching. While forbearance from some of @gilations that
Verizon proposes might be appropriate in certairewenters in
certain MSAs if Verizon had presented the requpexbf,
forbearance should not be granted for all of thygilaions that
Verizon has requested in all the wire centerslithal MSAs.
Therefore, the Verizon Petitions must be deniefilex®

Twenty other comments were filed on the Petitionany from groups of
stakeholders. None of those comments supported the Petiti@ygosition comes from
carriers of all types, as well as from state amallgovernment and regulators. Many of
the comments echoed the reasons cited by theQomgumer Commenters for denying

the Petitions.

® Joint Consumer Commenters include parties frotestther than those in which the six metropolitan
cities are located because in many cases MSAsakieyond state boundariesg(, the Boston MSA
includes portions of southern New Hampshire, a$ agMassachusetts, and the Philadelphia MSA
includes portions of Delaware, Maryland and Nevsdg).

6 Joint Consumer Commenters Comments at 2-3.

" Comments were filed by ACN Communications Servites. and 21 other competitive carriers;
Braodview Networks, Inc., Cavalier Telephone Cogpion; Covad Communications Group, NuVox
Communications and XO Communications, LLC; Cox Camioations, Inc.; California Public Utilities
Commission and the People of the State of Califgr@ity of New York; City of Philadelphia
(“Philadelphia”); Comcast Corporation; Comptel; talink, Inc. and New Age Network, Inc.; Integra
Telecom, Inc.; Monmouth Telephone and Telegrapth, Mational Cable & Telecommunications
Association; National Telecommunications Coopegafigsociation; Pennsylvania Public Utility
Commission; Sprint Nextel Corporation; Telecom lstees; Time Warner Cable; Time Warner Telecom
Inc., Cbeyond Inc., and One Communications Corgeviof the comments (e.g., Philadelphia) werelfile
specifying the Petition they address. Comptetfitedividual comments on each of the Petitions.



Given the lack of support for the Petitions, thisraothing here for the Joint
Consumer Commenters to rebut. And the Joint Cors@ommenters will not burden
the record with a repetition of the many groundswbirch the Petitions should be denied.
Therefore, the Joint Consumer Commenters will agege the Commission to deny the

Petitions?

Respectfully submitted,

/s/ Charles Acquard

Charles Acquard

National Association of State Utility
Consumer Advocates

8380 Colesville Road, Suite 101
Silver Spring, Maryland 20910
(301) 589-6313

Joel H. Cheskis Gerald A. Norlander

Assistant Consumer Advocate Executive Director

Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate Public Utility Law Project of New York, Inc.
555 Walnut Street,"5Floor, Forum Place 194 Washington Ave, Suite 420
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17101-1923 Albany, New York 12210

(717) 783-5048 (518) 449-3375

Mary J. Healey, Consumer Counsel Meredith A. Hatfield

State of Connecticut Consumer Advocate

Office of Consumer Counsel State of New Hampshire

10 Franklin Square Office of Consumer Advocate
New Britain, Connecticut 06051 21 South Fruit Street, Suite 18
(860) 827-2905 Concord, New Hampshire 03301

(603) 271-1172

8 Especially given the breadth of the oppositiomyauld be outrageous if the Commission did notirct
time and any of the Petitions were granted by dmeraf law. 47 U.S.C. § 160(c).
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Boston, Massachusetts 02108-1599
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Senior Assistant Attorney General
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(804) 786-2071



